often identified as Woolf writing her own madness, is clearly not autobiographical. The madness in that novel is experienced by a lower-middle-class, male, ex-soldier, an identity remote from Woolf. The correspondence between the experiences of White and Coleman and their novels is much closer. Both were hospitalised as young women, and both wrote novels describing the experience of hospitalised young women. White wrote four novels that are invariably read as autobiographical. The series narrates the life of a girl and woman who, like White, attended Catholic school as a convert, worked as a nanny, pursued a brief career in theatre, and had difficult relationships with men, including her father. Coleman published only one novel. The small volume of their work, again in contrast to Woolf, seems to support their status as autobiographical. As is the case with Woolf, however, reading these novels as evidence of their experience and little else does some violence to their status as novels. It also makes them less interesting than a reading attentive to their contributions to the modernist field, and their engagements with modernist techniques, psychiatric treatment, and psychoanalytic discourse. I do not disagree with the argument that the novels describe, accurately, the experience of their authors. In this chapter, however, I want to undertake a different kind of reading.
Minority and realism
Both White and Coleman are unarguably minor figures within modernism -by which I mean they are unarguably minor if we take up the commonsense meaning of 'minor' as peripheral and moderately interesting. Within modernism, though, we can detect a different meaning, especially in the doctrine of T.S. Eliot and F.R. Leavis. Eliot's 'Tradition and the Individual Talent' and Leavis's Mass Civilisation and Minority Culture both adopt that term to privilege, respectively, marginal or unregarded poets and a small, critical intelligentsia safeguarding the standards of culture. For both Eliot and Leavis minor means something other than 'not great'. For Eliot the term describes both the canon in process and his own place in literary culture; for Leavis it designates the crucial role of the critic in ensuring the preservation of high culture and the organic integration of high and mass culture. For both, the 'minor' figure is in fact more important than the 'majority'.
